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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is in response to the amendment filed on 06/09/2008. 

Claims 1-14, 17-21 are in the same system. Claims 15-16 are in the same system resulted 
by the amendment of claim 15. Claim 22 is newly added. 

Claims 1 1-20, 22 are subject under 35 U.S.C. 102(b). 

Claim 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 

Claims 1 1-22 are new and pending in the application. 

Response to Arguments 

2. The arguments to the new amended claims 1 1-22 have been considered but not 
persuasive. 

The claims have been amended, particularly claim 1 1 is presented as follows: 

A system for debugging in more than one programming language, comprising: 

a multi-language debugger, wherein the multi-language debugger debugs a source code 
file which contains compiled and interpreted languages; 

a script engine interface, wherein a script engine communicates to the multi-language 
debugger through the script engine interface; 

a script debug controller, wherein the script debug controller registers itself upon start- 
up; 

a script context object, wherein the script engine can use the script context object to hold 
a script context; 
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a debuggable frame object, wherein each of compiled and interpreted languages are 
edited in the debuggable frame object; 

an interface to a runtime messaging environment, wherein the interface is implemented 
by a runtime messaging environment that controls a running state of the script engine; 
and a debug commands interface. 

Applicants argued, 

Bogle's invention is focused on debugging an application that includes multiple program 
components from many different programming language sources , i.e. many different source code 
files, not a source code file as in claim 1 1 . 

Applicants argued, 

FIG. 4 does not indicate the capability to debug multiple languages in a source code file . Bogle's 
col. 4, lines 10-19, describes a method for debugging a virtual application that includes multiple 
compiled and interpreted programming language statements. However, col. 4 says nothing 
regarding an ability to debug compiled and interpreted languages in a source code file . There is a 
distinction between debugging a virtual application that contains program code in several source 
code files versus debugging a source code file that contains compiled and interpreted languages. 

It appears Applicants contended they debug multiple languages in a single source code file where 
the source code file contains compiled and interpreted languages. They contended Bogle's 
multiple languages debugger is considered to debug an application that includes multiple 
program components from many different programming language sources, 



Examiner disagrees: While the debug' s framework of Bogle contains all the main 
elements as of the claims, the argument solely alleged that the patentable distinction that is its 
multiple languages is in a single source code file contains compiled and interpreted languages, 
and the prior art is to debug an application of multiple program components. Applicants' 
arguments can not point out any patentable distinction between the debugs, except a generic 
allegation. 



Suppose that the components of the prior art are not in the same file as applicant argued, 
but they when they are compiled, they are placed in a single debugged application at runtime 
(See Abstract). Both the prior art and application have the same cause and effect that are both 
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debug software with multiple languages. Even Applicants contend a separation of components, 
it should be noted in MPEP 2144, it addressed, CHANGES IN SIZE, SHAPE, OR SEQUENCE 
OF ADDING INGREDIENTS does not make patentable difference over a prior art. 

Bogle (Abstract): 

'An active debugging environment for debugging a virtual application that contains 
program language code from multiple compiled and/or interpreted 
programming languages . The active debugging environment is language neutral and 
host neutral, where the host is a standard content centric script host with language 
engines for each of the multiple compiled and/or interpreted programming languages 
represented in the virtual application. The active debugging environment user 
interface can be of any debug tool interface design. The language neutral and host 
neutral active debugging environment is facilitated by a process debug manager that 
catalogs and manages application specific components, and a machine debug 
manager that catalogs and manages the various applications that comprise a virtual 
application being run by the script host. The process debug manager and the machine 
debug manager act as an interface between the language engine specific programming 
language details and the debug user interface.". 



Thus, if the components of an application are not in the single file, when put in for 
debugging, the debugger performs on a single code file, where this single code is an integration 
of multiple compiled source code languages. This single code contains compiled and interpreted 
languages which are claimed in these current claims. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign 
country or in public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of 
application for patent in the United States. 

4. Claims 1 1-20, 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Bogle et al, 
US PAT. No. 6,353,923 Bl. 

As per claim 1 1 : Bogle discloses 

A system for debugging in more than one programming language, 
comprising: 

a multi-language debugger, wherein the multi-language debusser debuss a source code file 
which contains compiled and interpreted languages; 

See abstract "program language code from multiple compiled and/or interpreted programming 
languages"; 

a script engine interface, wherein a script engine communicates to the multi-language 
debugger through the script engine interface (See FIG. 4: Between communication between 
#220 and #411); 
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a script debug controller, wherein the script debus controller registers itself upon start-up; 
a script context object, wherein the script engine can use the script context object to hold a 
script context (See col. 3:30-51, See Term Definition, col. 7: See FIG. 4: e.g. #411 and #410); 

a debuggable frame object, wherein each of compiled and interpreted languages are edited in 
the debuggable frame object; (Fig. 4) 

an interface to a runtime messaging environment, wherein the interface is implemented by a 

runtime messaging environment that controls a running state of the script engine (Fig. 4); and 
a debug commands interface (Fig. 4). 

As per claim 12 : Bogle discloses The system of claim 11, wherein the multi-language debugger 
is extensible to support additional languages. (See the system of FIG. 4, and the statement in 
col. 4:10-19, debugging a multiple language application", multiple compiled..., etc. This 
debugging environment is extensible). 

As per claim 13 : Bogle discloses The system of claim 11, wherein the multi-language debugger 
uses Debugging Interface (Improper claiming for using other product that does not come from 
"invention". Using SUN product JDI, the claims admitted SUN invented this claimed feature - 
In the mean time; see the interface environment in this reference). 

As per claim 14 : Bogle discloses The system of claim 11, wherein variables are inspected for 
each language (See term definition, col. 7, Expression context). 

As per claim 17 : Bogle discloses The system of claim 11, wherein the multi-language debugger 
interacts with the runtime messaging environment (See FIG. 3, FIG. 5, #512). 
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As per claim 18 : Bogle discloses The system of clam 17, wherein debugging is performed on a 
server side of the runtime messaging environment (This reference can do this claim, see entire 
reference). 

As per claim 19 : Bogle discloses The system of claim 18, wherein the runtime messaging 
environment performs debugging using a Platform Debugging Architecture (Improper 
claiming for using other product that does not come from "invention". Using SUN product, 
JPDA, the claims admitted SUN invented this claimed feature - In the mean time; see the 
runtime environment in this reference). 

As per claim 20 : Bogle discloses The system of claim 11, wherein the script engine has a static 
constructor load the script debug controller (Refer to debugging time, compiling time; for 
example see "LOAD", then "RUN"). 

As per claim 15 : Regarding the limitations recited in the claim 15: The same reason set for this 
claims as addressed in the rejection for claim 1. 

As per claim 16 : Bogle further discloses The system of claim 15, wherein the script engine 
interface can be used by the multi-lansuase debugger to communicate metadata to the proxy 
(See descriptions start at col. 38 and through). 

As per claim 22 : Regarding the limitations recited in the claim 22: The same reason set for this 
claims as addressed in the rejection for claim 1. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived 
by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bogle et al, US 
PAT. No. 6,353,923 Bl. 

Given the broadest reasonable interpretation of followed claims in light of the specification. 

As per claim 21 : Bogle discloses the "script debug controller" (see FIGs. 3-4: For example, a 
Machine Debug Manager) receives information from the script engine (See Reference numbers: 
420-423). 

Bogle does not explicitly address the information as descriptive materials covered by limitations: 

a) language extensions for each language; 

b) classes that implement the script engine; 

c) information on optional capabilities for each language; and 

d) language name. 
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It should be noted that a limitation in claim, which recites the data or information where the 
limitation does not perform any particularly functionality in the claim, is considered as non- 
functional descriptive martial. 

The information recited by the Reference' controller is obviously conforming to the standard of 
the source file in which it is carried out for debugging. It cannot be patentable distinct. 

(Cf. In re Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 401,404 (Fed. Cir. 1983) (when descriptive 
material is not functionally related to the substrate, the descriptive material will not distinguish 
the invention from the prior art in terms of patentability)). 

Therefore, it is obvious to the ordinary in the art at the time of this filing application, to 
know that the nonfunctional descriptive materials are merely descriptions as information for 
describing the type of languages that is necessary in a multiple-languages debugger. It is obvious 
to include the descriptions because it is a requirement, and will help the controller or the user in 
providing programming language specific decision which is passed through debugging process 
as subject in the PDM 424. 



Conclusion 

7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ted T. Vo whose telephone number is (571) 272-3706. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 8:00AM to 4:30PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Wei Y. Zhen can be reached on (571) 272-3708. 

The facsimile number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is the Central Facsimile number 571-273-8300. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application should be 
directed to the TC 2100 Group receptionist: 571-272-2100. Information regarding the status of 
an application may be obtained from the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) 
system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR 
or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private 
PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. 
Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



TTV 

August 15, 2008 
/Ted T. Vo/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2191 



